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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 1 1/24/2008, the applicant has submitted a Request 
for Continued Examination, filed 12/31/2008, amending independent claim 1, while adding 
claims 37-38 and arguing to traverse the art rejection based on the limitation regarding a central 
repository utilized in a run-time environment (Amendment, Pages 7-9 and 11). The applicant's 
arguments have been fully considered but arc moot with respect to the new grounds of rejection 
further in view of Kredo et al (U.S. Patent: 6,182,045). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claim 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non- statutory subject matter. 

Although claim(s) 38 appear to fall within a statutory category (i.e., apparatus), claim(s) 
38 encompass nothing more than logic/software modules as per the specification (remote central 
repository is simply a data structure that does not reference any type of hardware-based storage 
device, the interface is a Java Bean, and claimed "software component", Specification, 
Page 11). Thus, claim(s) 38 are directed to non-statutory subject matter because their scope 
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includes a computer program embodiment, an abstract data structure which does not fall within 
one of the four statutory categories (i.e., it is directed to a program per se). See also MPEP § 
2106.IV.B.l.a. Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer readable media are 
descriptive material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing 
functional change in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 
(claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not define 
any structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and other claimed 
aspects of the invention, which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In 
contrast, a claimed computer readable medium encoded with a data structure defines structural 
and functional interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and 
hardware components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus 
statutory. Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the 
descriptions or expressions of the programs are not physical "things." They are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such claimed 
computer programs do not define any structural and functional interrelationships between the 
computer program and other claimed elements of a computer, which permit the computer 
program's functionality to be realized. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being incomplete for 
omitting essential elements, such omission amounting to a gap between the elements. See MPEP 
§ 2172.01 . The omitted elements are: a memory storing a program that is executed by the 
claimed processor to enable it to perform its associated functions. A processor cannot perform 
its function without accessing some set of stored instructions. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 3-11, 16-24, and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marx et al (U.S. Patent: 6,173,266) in view of Kredo et al (U.S. Patent: 
6,182,045). 

With respect to Claim 1, Marx discloses: 

Utilizing at least one generic software component to develop a specific voice application, 
including invoking at least one generic dialog asset from a repository (Col. 3, Lines 28-39; Col. 
4, Lines 21-33; and Col. 6, Line 39- Col. 7, Line 3; an original predefined dialogue template 
used in a specific service, Col. 8, Lines 42-51; and dialogue template libraries and invoking 
default parameters in application development, Col. 17, Lines 7-20 and Fig. 8, Elements 810, 
820, 830); 
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Deploying the specific voice application in a deployment environment separate from the 
development environment (development environment libraries and service environment library 
Fig. 8), wherein the deployment includes an instance of the repository [deployed services having 
default (generic) dialog templates from a baseline library (dialog instances in a service utilizing 
default baseline library settings that are not overridden, Col. 1 7, Lines 28-34) in the form of pre- 
recorded default prompts that are provided to a caller (Col. 4, Lines 41-43; and default apology 
prompts, Col. 20, Lines 42-57), default dialog configuration parameters (Col. 6, Lines 53-60), 
and default vocabularies (example of an implemented service conformation step using a default 
vocabulary, Col. 9, Lines 40-46; example of a standard default vocabulary across different 
services for responses that tend to be the same, Col. 11, Lines 49-55; use of a completely defined 
default vocabulary, Col. 18, Lines 47-56)]; and 

Invoking the at least one generic dialog asset from the repository in the deployment 
environment (utilizing a predefined default dialogue module in a specific voice application 
service, Col. 6, Lines 53-60; Col. 8, Lines 42-51; and Col. 17, Lines 21-54). 

Although the speech application development system taught by Marx features default 
dialog modules used in a deployment runtime environment and is further equipped with a means 
of communicating with an external data source (communication interface/network link that 
connects a dialog system to remote data equipment , Col. 5, Line 49- Col. 6, Line 8; and Fig. 3, 
Elements 320 and 322), Marx does not explicitly teach that the external data source or host 
computer stores dialog system files that are utilized in development and runtime deployment. 
Kredo, however, discloses a system featuring designed IVR systems relying on a central server 
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that stores dialog information that is additionally accessible at run-time (Col. 1, Lines 50-67; 
Col. 2, Lines 50-61; and Col. 3, Lines 8-32). 

Marx and Kredo are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
voice application management. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Marx with the central server taught by 
Kredo in order to allow for universal access to dialog system files (Kredo, Col. 1, Lines 29-30). 

With respect to Claim 3, Marx shows: 

The deployment environment further comprises an application server (computer 
containing the designed interactive voice application, Fig. 3). 
With respect to Claim 4, Marx recites: 

The deployment environment further comprises a dialog control component (Col. 6, 
Lines 61-64). 

With respect to Claim 5, Marx recites: 

The deployment environment further comprises a dialog component (Col. 6, Lines 53- 

60). 

With respect to Claim 6, Marx discloses: 

The deployment environment further comprises a voice application services layer (Col. 6, 
Lines 23-30). 

With respect to Claim 7, Marx discloses: 

The deployment environment further comprises a rules integration layer (Col. 13, Line 
59- Col. 14, Line 8). 

With respect to Claim 8, Marx discloses: 
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The deployment environment further comprises a messaging layer (Col. 20, Lines 33-41). 
With respect to Claim 9, Marx discloses: 

The deployment environment further comprises a voice services layer (Col. 6, Lines 23- 

30). 

With respect to Claim 10, Marx discloses: 

The deployment environment further comprises a detail tracking layer (Col. 14, Line 47- 
Col. 15, Line 5). 

With respect to Claim 11, Marx discloses: 

The deployment environment further comprises an external system (Col. 5, Lines 49-67). 
With respect to Claim 16, Marx discloses: 

Utilizing one or more generic software components to develop a specific voice 
application further comprises utilizing one or more generic software components during a design 
phase to develop a specific voice application (combined dialog modules, Col. 4, Lines 21-33; 
and Col. 8, Lines 19-51). 

With respect to Claim 17, Marx recites: 

The design phase further comprises a dialog design phase (dialog module ordering to 
create a call flow, Col. 8, Lines 19-51). 

With respect to Claim 18, Marx recites: 

The design phase further comprises a voice coding phase (Col. 16, Lines 11-25). 
With respect to Claim 19, Marx discloses: 
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The design phase further comprises a rules definition phase (Col. 20, Lines 17-32; Col. 
13, Lines 59-67). 

With respect to Claim 20, Marx recites: 

The design phase further comprises a phase wherein custom prompts are generated (Col. 
12, Line 43- Col. 13, Line 10). 

With respect to Claim 21, Marx recites: 

The design phase further comprises a phase wherein custom grammars are developed 
(Col. 17, Lines 35-42; and Col. 18, Line 47- Col. 19, Line 7). 

With respect to Claim 22, Marx discloses: 

The design phase further comprises a phase wherein standard prompts are utilized to 
generate the specific voice user interface (Col. 18, Lines 30-45). 
With respect to Claim 23, Marx discloses: 

The design phase further comprises a phase wherein standard grammars are sued to 
generate the specific voice user interface (Col. 18, Lines 47-56). 
With respect to Claim 24, Marx discloses: 

The design phase further comprises a system test phase (Col. 14, Lines 9-24). 

With respect to Claim 36, Marx discloses the use of a default dialog module, including 
voice data, in a deployment environment, as applied to claim 1 , while Kredo teaches that dialog 
information can be retrieved in a runtime environment from the central server repository (Col. 1, 
Lines 50-67; Col. 2, Lines 50-61; and Col. 3, Lines 8-32). 

With respect to Claim 37, Marx discloses: 
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A repository comprising a generic dialog asset, wherein a generic software component is 
used to develop the voice application which accesses the generic dialog asset via a interface (Col. 
3, Lines 28-39; Col. 4, Lines 21-33; and Col. 6, Line 39- Col. 7, Line 3; an original predefined 
dialogue template used in a specific service, Col. 8, Lines 42-51; and interfaced dialogue 
template library database and invoking default parameters in application development, Col. 1 7, 
Lines 7-20 and Fig. 8, Elements 810, 820, 830); and 

A processor to process the voice application (computer processor that runs the voice 
application, Col. 5, Lines 20-39; and Col. 2, Lines 14-22) through a method comprising: 

Accessing the repository at runtime (accessing a predefined default dialogue module in a 
specific executed voice application service, Col. 6, Lines 53-60; Col. 8, Lines 42-51; and Col. 
17, Lines 2 1-54); and 

Invoking, at runtime, the generic dialog asset from the remote central repository (utilizing 
a predefined default dialogue module in a specific voice application service deployment, Col. 6, 
Lines 53-60; Col. 8, Lines 42-51; and Col. 17, Lines 21-54). 

Although the speech application development system taught by Marx features default 
dialog modules used in a deployment runtime environment and is further equipped with an 
interfacing means of communicating with an external data source (communication 
interface/network link that connects a dialog system to remote data equipment , Col. 5, Line 49- 
Col. 6, Line 8; and Fig. 3, Elements 320 and 322), Marx does not explicitly teach that the 
external data source or host computer stores dialog system files that are utilized in development 
and runtime deployment. Kredo, however, discloses a system featuring designed IVR systems 
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relying on a central server that stores dialog information that is additionally accessible at run- 
time (Col. 1, Lines 50-67; Col. 2, Lines 50-61; and Col. 3, Lines 8-32). 

Marx and Kredo are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor in 
voice application management. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Marx with the central server taught by 
Kredo in order to allow for universal access to dialog system files (Kredo, Col. 1, Lines 29-30). 

Claim 38 is similar in scope to claim 37, and thus, is rejected under similar rationale. 

8. Claims 2 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marx et al in view of Kredo ct al and further in view of Uppaluru (U.S. Patent: 5,915,001). 

With respect to Claim 2, Marx in view of Kredo teaches the method for designing an 
interactive speech application utilizing a remote central repository as applied to Claim 1 . Marx 
in view of Kredo does not specifically suggest that a deployment environment for the speech 
application utilizes a voice gateway, however, Uppaluru teaches the use of a voice gateway in an 
interactive voice response system (Col. 4, Lines 38-51; and Col. 6, Lines 6-46). 

Marx, Kredo, and Uppaluru are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in interactive voice interface systems. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Marx in view of 
Kredo with the voice gateway taught by Uppaluru to provide a means of accessing additional 
Internet data through an interactive voice response system (Uppaluru, Col. 1, Line 39- Col. 2, 
Line 19; Col. 4, Line 38- Col. 5, Line 2). 
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With respect to Claim 12, Marx further discloses a speech recognition engine (Col. 7, 
Lines 29-46). Also, Uppaluru teaches a voice command interpreter (Col. 6, Lines 24-46). 

With respect to Claim 13, Uppaluru further teaches a telephone interface (Col. 6, Lines 

24-30). 

With respect to Claim 14, Uppaluru teaches a means for providing prompts to a user 
(Col. 6, Lines 24-46, while Marx teaches that prompts may be generated using a speech 
synthesizer (Col. 18, Lines 30-45). 

With respect to Claim 15, Uppaluru teaches ASR implemented at a voice gateway (Col. 
16, Line 50- Col. 18, Line 15). 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-5:00, F, 7:30-4, Off Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached at (571) 272-7603. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/James S. Wozniak/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



